REMARKS 

Applicants amend examined Claims 1, 2 and 19, and withdrawn Claims 3. 5 and 10. 
Claims 13-18 are cancelled, withooi prejudice, pursuant to the restriction requirement which has 
been made final Applicants have presented new dependent claims 20-27. Support for these 
v ms s o vMrv Ars?js ~ e * e .c e ? ^ . 

claims II and 12 Following this e e i 2 and 9-27 are d idin The 

Examine: is respectful!} requestec reconsiclc anc vithdrav ie ejec o a vie v the 
amendments aim remarks contained herein. 

Claim Objection 

Claim 1 Is objected to as having typographical errors. Applicants thank the Examiner for 
noting the discrepancies. As correctly stated by fee Examiner, the lower limit for P 2 O s should be 
0. 1 wt % and the lower limit of CaO should be 0 wt %. c e , 

made. 

B 135U.S.C.S103 

Claims I, 2, and 19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Smiih c al (U.S. Pat. No. 5,747,395, S ,» s Claims 1. 2, and 19 additionally stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Inoue et al (Japanese Patent Publication 

The Onlee Actio v e^ A n o s a,c . < ,s 
ranges that are sufficiently specific to anticipate the instant claims, both Smith and Inoue teach a 
glass composition An ing overlapping ranges components, and under MPEP 2144,05, establish 
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prima facie obviousness. At the outset, Applicants note that independent Claims I and 19 have 
e box , v c g c — s frej c He _ - >tic 

Claim 2 is 

Smith pertain g sitions Uings on-g els usee 

0 - T ableware, and the like, Not only would such a glass 

composition not be suitable for optical use, the materials required in Smith teaeh away from the 
present disclosure. For wo - . \_ Cv >^ <• ' » v n 

the levels of K 2 0 are significantly lower than the claimed 6.5% in Claim 1, and lower than the 
4% level in Claims 19 (provided that the R 2 0 material is K 2 0), 26, and 27. Smith also discloses 
the use of very high levels of Bi 2 0 3 and CoO, upwards of 36.34% and 11.07%, respectively. 
While those materials are not excluded from the claimed compositions. Applicants respectfully 
maintain that the use of such high levels is inconsistent with the levels of materials required in 
the instant claims. For example, the minimum level of all required materials in claim 1 is 75.8%; 
the minimum level in claim 2 Is 82.2%; and the minimum level in claim 1 9 is 60.3%. 

Similarly, the Inoue reference also discloses exceptionally broad ranges of materials, 
e optical glass, it appears that certain embodiments do not even 
include Si0 2 . The Inoue abstract discloses a refractive index of between 1.62 and 1.85. 
Applicants note that new Claims 20. 22, 23, and 25 recite a refractive index of between 1.54 and 
i.62. - 2_ a c cite sac k 

" e ^ ^ -8 and 57. 

Applicants respectfully maintain that one skilled in the art would not look to the Smith 
and Inoue references, either singly or in combination with the other references made of record, in 
order to arrive at the claimed optica] glass compositions. The references disclose numerous 



Se v x- 78$ 2 



Page 12 of 14 



broad ranges of materials that encompass a very large number of distinct possibilities, providing 
no guidance for one of ordina ; skid to ar ive at the present!) claimed >piica g >j witho i die 
impermissible benefit of hindsight. Accordingly Applicants respectfully assert that Claims I, 2, 
and - .- \.\:. : for at bast these reasons. 

Claim 19 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as be 
(U.S. Pat. No. 4,520,115, "Speif). This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The Examiner states that while Speit fails to teach any examples or ranges that are 

- ' sped p s the instant claims, Speit teaches a glass composition having 

overlapping ranges components, and under MPEP 2144.05, establishes prima facie obviousness. 

tube image screens. Speit specifically teaches the use of between 5-60 wt % PbO. As discussed 
above, Claims 19 has been amended to recite that the boron aluminosilieate glass Is free of lead 
and is an optical glass. Additionally, many of the elements recited in Claim 19 are notably 
absent in the 10 different examples of Speit, in particular, B 2 0 3} A1 2 0 3 , P 2 O s , and ZnO. Thus, in 
addition to relating to a different type of glass composition, Speit does not provide any 
^ - ' s 1 - oi any other guidance for one skilled in the art to selectively 

v - - N - v ^u,^ Wo . g^ass 

Thus, Applicants respectfully assert that Claim 19 is patentable over this rejection for at 
least these reasons and those discussed above and in regard to Smith and Inoue. 
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[n ew < Claim 19, as disc sset e c eioindei 

of Claims 3-12, which claim species of the composition of Claim 19, Claims 3-12 have been 
amended consistent with the amendment in Claim 19 and arc patentable for at least the reasons 
discussed above, 

Conclusion 

It is believed that all of the stated grounds of rejection have been propei ; \ rsed, 
accommodated., or rendered moot. Applicants therefore respectfully request tsr.i A-. i -w;:;: =:.;r 
reconsider and withdraw all presently outstanding rejections. It is believed that a full and 
complete response has been made to the outstanding Office Action and the present application is 
in condition for allowance. Thus, prompt and favorable consideration of this amendment, is 
respectfully requested. If the Examiner believes that personal communication will expedite 
prosecution of this application, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at (243) 
641-1600. 
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David L.S,.- ? -.A'^A: 



Harness, Dickie & Pierce, P.L.C. 
P.O. Box 828 
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